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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on th cover sh&t with the correspond nee address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I) S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 17 September 2004 and 01 July 2004 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) IE Claim(s) 13. 14 and 16 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) none is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) H Claim(s) 13.14 and 16 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)[3 The drawing(s) filed on 19 March 1998 is/are: a)M accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

II) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12)E3 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)IEI All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 , E3 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 


3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 


Attachment(s) 

1) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) O Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 


4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1. 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on September 17, 2004 has been entered, along with the amendment filed on July 1, 
2004. 

Priority 

2. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which papers have 
been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 16 is objected to because of the following informalities: "or" in line 2 of the claim should 
be replaced with "of for improved grammatical correctness and readability. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 
owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
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each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner 
to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 13, 14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ishida et al. 
(3-96258) in view of Yamakage (63-254754), both previously of record. 

Ishida et al. [see Figures 1 through 7] discloses all of the claimed features of the invention, 
including a receiving plate or base plate 1 arranged at least partially outside ventilation duct 5, but does 
not necessarily disclose the distance between the heat receiving plate or base plate 1 and one of the 
parallel heat radiating plates or fins 3 located adjacent the heat receiving plate or base plate 1 as being 
substantially greater than the distance between two adjacent parallel heat radiating plates as recited in 
base claim 13 of the instant application. 

Nevertheless, it is known in the art and taught by Yamakage [see especially Figure 6] to have a 
significantly or noticeably larger distance between a heat receiving plate 2 and the closest fin 6 of a heat 
pipe 9 having at least one end in the heat receiving plate 2 where the finned end and fins 6 of the heat pipe 
9 are disposed in the duct 7 and the other end of the heat pipe 9 is disposed in the heat receiving plate 2 in 
order to optimize/maximize the heat transfer rate away from an electronic device 1 as taught by 
Yamakage. 

Thus it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to modify the 
heat pipe cooler of Ishida et al. by increasing the distance between the heat receiving plate and the closest 
heat pipe fin as taught by Yamakage in order to optimize the heat transfer rate away from an electronic 
device attached to the base or heat receiving plate. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed on July 1, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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In response to applicants argument that Yamakage does not teach exactly the same structure as 
that of either Ishida et al. or of the present invention, the test for obviousness is not whether the features 
of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it 
that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test 
is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the 
art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

In response to applicant's argument that Ishida et al. fails to disclose the heat receiving plate as 
being arranged outside the ventilation duct as now recited in the claims of the instant invention, applicant 
is respectfully reminded that claims in a pending application should be given their broadest reasonable 
interpretation. In re Pearson . 181 USPQ 641 (CCPA 1974). The claims of the present application fail to 
recite the entire heat receiving plate as being disposed completely outside of the ventilation duct; thus, 
contrary to applicant's arguments, the limitations relating to the heat receiving plate being arranged 
outside the ventilation duct (at least in part) fail to obviate the disclosure of Ishida et al. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's 
invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., the heat pipe of the instant 
invention being able to effectively cool a semiconductor element having a very densely designed circuit 
without affecting any elements located around the semiconductor element) are not recited in the rejected 
claim (s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 18 1, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In reMerck& Co., 800 
F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
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Applicant's arguments do not comply with 37 CFR 1. 1 1 1(c) because they do not clearly point out 
the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims present in view of the state of the art disclosed 
by the references cited or the objections made. Further, they do not show how the amendments avoid such 
references or objections. 

Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1(b) because they amount to a general 
allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language 
of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Ljiljana (Lil) V. Ciric, whose telephone number is (571) 272-4909. 

While she works a flexible schedule that varies from day to day and from week to week, 
Examiner Ciric may generally be reached at the Office during the work week between the hours of 10 
a.m. and 6 p.m. ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Gene 
Mancene, can be reached at (571) 272-4930. 
Ivc 
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